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Summary of the Presentation:
A concern with productivity has to be tempered with our history of declining real prices for
agricultural commodities which signal to some degree a certain amount of excess capacity in
agriculture in the United States.  Thus, environmental concerns today may logically outweigh
productivity concerns. Conservation programs that preceded the present EQIP program, such as
the ACP, often had a productivity component that also was designed to help redistribute income
to farmers.  In terms of productivity, this may have been as direct as subsidizing the application of
lime or the installation of drainage.  It may have been more indirect, such as improving damaged
lands that could then be returned to production.  In any case, some portion of conservation
programs was seen as productivity enhancing. This was viewed as a worthwhile  public
expenditure as was the income transfer that went along with it.
EQIP is not as directly productivity enhancing or income enhancing as former programs.  It is
productivity enhancing in comparison to the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) which is
viewed by some, such as agribusiness interests in commodity trade and processing, as anti-
production.  The CRP is anti-production in the sense that it removes lands from production.
These begs the question whether these lands could be farmed sustainably or have the potential for
causing environmental damage beyond their value in agricultural production.
What EQIP does is encourage and subsidize activities or investments that allow productive use of
land for crops while reducing environmental damage that might otherwise occur.  In this sense it
does enhance productivity, not necessarily through increasing yields (though that may occur) but
through holding land in production that otherwise might be a net loss to society when
environmental damages are considered.
Half of the resources of EQIP are supposed to be focused towards environmental problems
associated with the livestock industry.  The program may provide a more direct production
benefit to livestock production in subsidizing the ability of producers to meet environmental
standards that they would not have been able to meet otherwise.  Again, while this may not be
directly productivity enhancing - - shifting the production function to a more favorable position
for the producer - - it may well allow producers to remain in production who would not have been
able to be there otherwise.2
For much of the life of the ACP program, especially in later years, it was criticized as being more
productivity enhancing and income enhancing than conservation directed.  The rules and the
allocation formula for EQIP reflect an attempt to make a break with the old programs.  Yet, it is
not clear exactly what balance will be struck.  Under the rules, the State Technical Committee is
balancing productivity and conservation or environmental enhancement on a state basis.  At the
same time local or regional groups are doing the same things on a micro scale.  It is hard to say
what balance will result from this combination of the locally led process and a statewide overview
that also includes consideration of priority regions. Optimization of some sort is to occur at
several different levels and scales. The funnel to bring together all the conservation and
environmental concerns will certainly involve productivity enhancements and income transfers.
The question will be whether the general public believes the conservation results and
environmental improvements with respect to erosion, water quality, and wildlife habitat have been
good value for public expenditure.  Has there been cost effective expenditure to meet the goals of
the program the public is most concerned with?
The budget process for EQIP involved the development of a set of environmental indicators.
States were ‘scored’ on the basis of existing or potential environmental/conservation problems. It
included factors related to livestock production as well as crop production on the activities side
and a number of indices on the vulnerability side. This broad multi-faceted set then provided some
form of assessment of or proxy for threats, needs, and potential opportunities for each state to
undertake environmental quality enhancement programs.  One concern has been that a complete
budget shift was not made with the first EQIP contracts so they would reflect the full weight of
the index.  There was reluctance to do this because the shifts in and out of a number of states
would have been large enough to leave a major mismatch between the new money for EQIP
contracts and the existing staff and institutional capacity to award, monitor, and evaluate such
contracts.  The hope is that over time the resources will move increasingly towards those places
where the expenditures can meet the greatest needs and be most cost effective.  However, this
reallocation will depend upon a continuing will to do so on the part of the Natural Resources
Conservation Service and USDA.
EQIP is being looked at as one step towards agricultural programs that have a strong green
component.  Sandra Batie raises a critical issue for those who think about this prospect.  Even if
we have cost sharing programs designed to be as green as possible; what is the responsibility of
individual producers to meet environmental standards on their own, and at what reference level do
public investments of green payments begin.  Should each producer be required to meet some
minimal level; then public investment becomes an enhancement to meet a higher public goal than
could be reasonably expected from agricultural producers in international commodity markets.3
Farm sizes or scales are by no means side issues. This was argued for the livestock portion of
EQIP.  The operational question was whether large integrated livestock producers would be able
to draw heavily on public funds to meet existing requirements for livestock producers.  This
involved both the use of public funds to meet the minimum standards (not to raise the bar as Batie
suggests the public might desire) and public funds to assist those who probably have better access
to capital to make the investments necessary to meet public standards.  In the end, the
administration punted and set a flexible standard as to what were ‘large’ operations that did not
qualify for public finds under EQIP, leaving latitude to the states to modify the standards.
Production does not appear to be the critical issue for the future.
What seems more important is:
1. What should be the level of the bar determining an individual producer’s responsibility to meet
environmental standards and the public’s willingness to enhance the environment with subsidies
for additional improvements beyond the bar.
2. What concern does the public have for scale and size of operation, and to what extent does the
public want to direct resources to one group or another for equity considerations.
Insofar as EQIP is not undertaking the direct short term production enhancing investments, then it
is production neutral in that respect.  The fact that it may allow land to remain in production or
allow it to become more sustainable in production is a more long term consideration.  The short
term assistance to allow livestock producers to meet current standards may be a production issue.
However, the long term program intent issues for the public, like the division of responsibility
between the individual producer and the public for environmental maintenance/enhancement or
the issue of neutrality or tilt with respect to scale and size of recipient operations in public
programs, are the critical ones to focus on.